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This is in response to the Reply Brief filed 10/20/03. 
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Items (l)-(6) 

The Examiner's Answer stands with respect to Items (l)-(6). 

Item (7) Grouping of Claims 

The appellant's statements of the grouping of claims in the Reply Brief are 
correct. Therefore, a Supplemental Examiner's Answer to Issue 6 is stated below. 

Items (8)-(10) 

The Examiner's Answer stands with respect to Items (8)-(10). 


Item (11) Response to Arguments 

The Examiner's Answer stands with respect to Issues 1-5 and 7-19. 

Issue 6: Whether claims 5 and 57 are unpatentable over Barker in view of 
Moxey and Rauch et al. 

The Examiner's Answer stands with respect to claim 5. 
With respect to claim 57, Appellant states that claim 57 is patentable 
over Barker in view of Moxey and Rauch et al because neither Barker, Moxey, 
nor Rauch et al disclose making a mark along the edge of the front leg. These 
arguments are not persuasive since in adding a ^ape-guiding leg, as taught by 
Rauch et al, to the device of Barker, the leg will extend under the tape to support 
the tape and its edge will form an extension of the edge 22, which is used for 
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making markings. Therefore, in making markings along the edge of the slot, a 
marking will also be made along the edge of the front leg since the edge of the 
front lee is coextensive with the edee of the slot. 


For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 
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